Innovative Esteem: Antecedents and Relationship with Job Performance by Anwar, Ch. Mahmood
1374, XXIII, 2020
Business Administration and Management
DOI: 10.15240/tul/001/2020-4-009




1 Universiti Tunku Abdul Rahman, Faculty of Business and Finance, Malaysia, ORCID: 0000-0002-0526-2232, 
Mahmood.Anwar@scholarsindex.com.
Abstract: This study aims to present and validate a new psychological construct, i.e. innovativeness-
based self-esteem or shortly “innovative esteem” which refl ects that innovative individuals evaluate 
their innovative capabilities to determine their signifi cance, successfulness, and worthiness in 
organizations. Innovative esteem refl ects attributes and capacities manifested by individual’s 
innovativeness specifi c feelings and evaluations about self. Standard procedures were followed to 
test construct and predictive validity for the new construct. Testing 546 paired responses from subjects 
working in hi-tech and R&D sectors, this study empirically identifi ed that personal innovativeness, 
organization-based self-esteem, learning goal orientation, and job autonomy signifi cantly contribute 
to innovative esteem in organizational setting. Test of theory of interaction revealed that learning 
goal orientation and job autonomy interact with each other to determine innovative esteem. In 
addition, this research correlated innovative esteem with employee job performance by considering 
it as independent index. Innovative esteem is found to be signifi cantly and positively correlated to 
employee job performance. The study further applied regression analysis to strengthen the fi nding, 
and found that innovative esteem signifi cantly predicted employee job performance in time lagged 
setting. To establish evidence of stability of innovative esteem over time, data were collected again 
after one year. The test-retest reliability correlation provided the evidence of stability of innovative 
esteem over time. Present study proposed that innovative works can best be performed by 
employees high in innovative esteem which could be further confi rmed empirically. It is suggested 
that organizations can outperform if managers consider innovative esteem of employees along with 
other dispositional factors. It is further suggested that signifi cance of innovative esteem should be 
explored further in personality psychology and organizational behaviour.
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Introduction
Nowadays when businesses are facing 
intense rivalries, it is worthwhile for business 
organizations to recruit and retain workforce by 
adopting successful strategies to gain or sustain 
competitive advantage. Literature indicates 
that many factors (e.g., economic, fi nancial, 
legal, structural, technical, procedural, and 
social) play an important role in determining 
organizational success (Pourhanifeh & Mazdeh, 
2016). Moreover, literature also highlights the 
importance of workforce which is considered 
as an essential element for organizations to 
outperform. Riaz et al. (2018) mentioned that 
currently organizations are putting more efforts 
to explore employees’ innovative behaviour 
in order to obtain and sustain edge over 
competitors. Farid et al. (2017) highlighted that 
majority of the studies investigating innovative 
behaviour of employees were conducted at 
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organizational level. They realized the need 
to conduct studies exploring innovativeness of 
employees at individual level.
Literature shows that only a few studies 
reported the relationship between individual 
innovativeness and self-concept. Self-concept 
has been studied by sociologists, personality 
and organizational psychologists, and 
educational researchers for more than a century 
(Onetti et al., 2019). Hitherto, the popularity 
of self-concept has been increased among 
personality psychologists and organizational 
researchers because its impact on human 
behaviour, cognition, and affect is pervasive 
(Onetti et al., 2019). It is evident that self-
esteem, being a component of self-concept, 
plays an important role to motivate individuals 
to become innovative. Previously, Keller 
(2012) found self-esteem as a noteworthy 
determinant of individual’s innovative outcome, 
whilst Maden and Koker (2013) reported that 
self-esteem signifi cantly predicted consumer 
innovativeness. Noticeably, literature sheds 
a little light on the relationship between 
personal innovativeness and self-esteem. In 
addition, studies exploring mechanism behind 
the positive and signifi cant association between 
personal innovativeness and self-esteem are 
also rare.
The remarkable words of wisdom by 
White (Neil, 2015, p. 99) “If a problem is not 
biological in origin, then it will almost always 
be traceable to poor self-esteem”, urged 
researcher of this study to investigate personal 
innovativeness of employees by linking it to 
self-esteem. Previous literature indicates that 
only a few studies reported the association 
between individual innovativeness and self-
esteem. Applying knowledge void method to 
derive the research problem and formulate 
the management question, the researcher 
observed that Goldsmith and Matherly (1987) 
tested the associations between Kirton’s 
adaption-innovation inventory (KAI), and 12 
items from adjective check list (ACL) with 
famous Rosenberg self-esteem scale (RSS). 
They found that innovative people are more 
likely to refl ect high self-esteem but they did 
not endeavour to answer the question “why 
innovative people refl ect high self-esteem?”
These studies, however, paved the 
way for further research. In addition, to the 
best of researcher’s knowledge, no prior 
study construed personal innovativeness of 
employees within self-concept paradigm and 
linked it to self-esteem in order to investigate 
self-esteem that is specifi c to personal 
innovativeness. This study proposes that 
exploring personal innovativeness within 
self-concept paradigm could enhance our 
understanding on how innovative employees 
evaluate themselves and how this positive 
evaluation enhances individuals’ performance 
outcomes. Therefore, by integrating literature 
on personal innovativeness and self-esteem, 
the researcher proposed a new psychological 
construct, i.e. innovativeness-based self-
esteem or shortly “innovative esteem” which 
refl ects individual’s self-evaluations regarding 
his personal innovative capabilities. This 
research believes that innovative esteem may 
be responsible for the fi nding that innovative 
people are more likely to refl ect high self-
esteem.
The contribution of this study to the 
literature of innovativeness and self-esteem is 
signifi cant. First, it introduces a psychological 
construct “innovative esteem” which may be an 
important construct in a work setting. Second, 
construct validity and predictive validity for new 
construct are established. Third, interactionist 
perspective for new construct is tested. Fourth, 
the scale development for innovative esteem is 
discussed. Fifth, this study extends Goldsmith 
and Matherlys’ (1987) conceptual framework 
towards a new direction. Sixth, the study may 
start a new debate in the arena of innovation 
and personality research.
1. Literature Review
1.1 Concept of Innovative Esteem
Literature of innovation defi ned it broadly in 
product, process, system, technological, and 
administrative contexts. Individual innovation 
can be abstracted in several ways. Researchers 
operationalized this concept in terms of personal 
characteristics, outcomes, and behaviours. 
For instance, literature considered individual 
innovation to be personality-based (Hurt et 
al., 1977; Kerr et al., 2018). It is obvious that 
source of all innovation is human being, ergo, 
this study preferred to look into individual’s 
innovativeness. Leavitt and Walton (1975, 
p. 549) delineated individual’s innovativeness 
as “trait refl ecting a person who welcomes new 
experiences and works in his own meaningful 
ways to experience different and novel stimuli”, 
whereas Rogers (2003, p. 22) defi ned it as “the 
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extent to which a person or unit of adoption 
is relatively earlier than other subjects of his 
circle”.
According to Rosenberg (1965, p. 16), 
self-esteem refl ects extent to which individuals 
feel pride in themselves, their capabilities and 
worthiness. Similarly, Coopersmith (1967, p. 4) 
defi ned it as “degree to which person believes 
himself to be successful, capable, signifi cant, 
and worthy”. Being an evaluative aspect of self-
concept (Kerr et al., 2018), self-esteem is an 
attitude of approval and indicates individual’s 
beliefs about his skills, abilities, social relations, 
and other outcomes. Hence, considering 
innovativeness as a trait, this study infers that 
an individual may evaluate himself for being 
innovative in organizational settings.
Based on above defi nitions, Anwar et al. 
(2020) defi ned innovative esteem as “extent 
to which individuals feel pride and worthiness 
in their incremental and/or radical innovative 
capabilities”. It is important to note that pride 
is mentioned with a positive connotation in this 
defi nition. Anwar et al. (2020) mentioned that 
innovative esteem should be confi ned within 
self-concept paradigm and is a unique construct 
because it refl ects attributes and capacities 
manifested by individual’s innovativeness 
specifi c feelings and evaluations about self.
Next section of this study focuses on 
the question: “Is innovative esteem a valid 
psychological construct within a nomological 
framework?” A new construct should be 
able to demonstrate theoretical construct 
validity because it is very diffi cult to describe 
effects of measurement errors on theoretical 
relationships among constructs if construct is 
not valid (Mohajan, 2017).
It is also suggested by personality 
psychologists that antecedents to a personality 
related construct should satisfy theory of 
interactionism (Kakkar et al., 2016). Mosley 
and Laborde (2016) mentioned that the theory 
of interactionism suggests that traits and 
situations interact together to affect behaviour, 
and neither dimension alone can be considered 
as the cause of behaviour.
Mohajan (2017) mentioned that test 
of predictive validity is also required for 
new constructs because this test predicts 
some form of behaviour. Predictive validity 
is a criteria-related validity which refers to 
operationalization’s ability to predict something 
it should theoretically be able to predict. 
Predictive validity uses the data tapped for 
a new measure to predict performance, where 
performance acts as a criterion (Trochim, 
2016). Following similar approach, present 
study develops a nomological network to test 
theoretical/nomological construct validity, along 
with testing the theory of interactionism, and 
predictive validity for innovative esteem. In 
addition, the stability of innovative esteem will 
also be tested.
1.2 Development of Nomological 
Network
The initial nomological network specifi c 
to innovativeness has been developed by 
considering it as function of traits and work 
environment (Bateman & Grant, 1999). 
Mathematically, innovativeness = f (traits & 
work environment), thus individual dispositional 
characteristics and work characteristics are 
explored concurrently. Present study develops 
a nomological network resulting in a set of 
hypotheses directing efforts to validate the 
innovative esteem and its measurement. 
From the previous literature, three personal 
and one contextual construct are selected 
as antecedents (nomologicals) to innovative 
esteem in order to limit the research framework 
of this study and to satisfy nomological network 
development directions provided by Cronbach 
and Meehl (1955), and Kakkar et al. (2016). 
The selected personal factors are: organization-
based self-esteem, personal innovativeness, 
and learning goal orientation. It is fathomable 
that organization-based self-esteem, and 
personal innovativeness are correlates of 
innovative esteem. However, learning goal 
orientation is considered to be a predictor of 
employee innovative behaviour as suggested 
by VandeWalle (1997). While the contextual 
factor is job autonomy which is regarded as 
work characteristic infl uences employees to 
involve in innovative behaviour (Hornung & 
Rousseau, 2007; Sipe, 2018).
Learning goal orientation is selected as 
a nomological because literature linked it with 
self-concept and self-esteem (Button et al., 
1996; Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Dweck and 
Leggett (1988) mentioned that it is not only 
related to self-esteem but is a distinct construct 
and may add value to understand behaviour 
of people. Kunst et al. (2018) mentioned that 
learning goal orientation signifi es intention 
of individuals to develop competencies, and 
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acquire new knowledge and skills. Individuals 
high in learning goal orientation continuously 
explore and try new ways of work to ameliorate 
their knowledge and skills. Interestingly, Zhang 
et al. (2018) argued that learning goal orientation 
regulates individual’s attention and endeavours 
in workplace which leads to the development of 
innovative solutions to challenging work-related 
problems. Nevertheless, goal orientation 
theory (see Nicholls & Miller, 1983) suggests 
that individuals have different tendencies to 
evaluate their competencies. These individual 
differences are refl ected in goal orientations.
Job autonomy is selected because research 
shows that autonomy orientation positively and 
signifi cantly relates to self-esteem (Krause et 
al., 2019) and is important to augment the job 
performance of employees. In addition, self-
determination theory (SDT) proposed by Deci 
and Ryan (2000) argues that people have 
innate psychological needs (e.g., relatedness, 
competence, autonomy) and if these needs are 
met, people can perform better and strengthen 
their skills optimally. This could enhance 
personal growth, vitality, wellbeing of employees, 
and ultimately, lead to high self-esteem. Based 
on these concepts, present research anticipates 
that job autonomy of employees could be 
a signifi cant contributor to innovative esteem.
Self-esteem and Personal Innovativeness
Pagaduan-Apostol (2017) cites that 
development of individual’s personality and 
competences is highly dependent on positive 
self-esteem. Previous literature shows 
signifi cant positive association between 
innovativeness and self-esteem. For instance, 
Goldsmith and Matherly (1987) correlated 
Kirton’s adaption-innovation inventory with 
Rosenberg self-esteem scale and found that 
innovative people are more likely to refl ect high 
self-esteem. Likewise, Sternberg and O’Hara 
(1998) characterized the people involved in 
creative decision making on the basis of their 
high and low self-esteem. Similarly, Mason 
(2001) mentioned that employees high on self-
esteem scale show more readiness to accept 
new and challenging assignments, are assertive 
and innovative as compared to employees with 
low self-esteem. Similar fi ndings have been 
reported by Keller (2012), and Maden and 
Koker (2013).
Maslow considered “self-esteem” as an 
important factor to describe the satisfaction of 
esteem needs (Di Domenico & Fournier, 2017). 
Revising Maslow’s theory of motivation, Koltko-
Rivera (2006) found that social recognition of 
individuals’ accomplishments signifi cantly raised 
their self-esteem level. The researcher believes 
that high level of self-esteem is essential to 
achieve high work performance. Likewise, 
Lin and Filieri (2015) noted that individuals’ 
motivation to achieve innovative outcomes 
boost their self-esteem level over time. Literature 
confi rms that Maslow’s theory of motivation 
encourages creativity and innovativeness 
(Madsen & Wilson, 2012). Present research 
deems that individuals who get social respect 
and attention due to their innovative capabilities 
are more likely to internalize the value of 
innovation. They consider innovativeness as 
their major driving force to achieve higher level 
of performance. When a person realizes his 
innovative capabilities, he/she develops a strong 
belief that his/her innovative capabilities will 
increase his/her level of performance.
Literature suggests that individuals may 
evaluate themselves in different contexts/
domains of life like social-self, moral-self, 
work-self, athletic-self, academic-self, non-
academic-self etc. The most relevant context 
to present study, in which self-esteem arises, is 
organizational context. Therefore, organization-
based self-esteem (OBSE), which is a domain 
specifi c self-esteem (Gardner & Pierce, 2015), 
could be linked to the innovative esteem. 
Literature shows that scholars have rigorously 
developed global self-esteem concept over 
the past couple of decades, however, domain 
specifi c self-esteem is underdeveloped. 
Therefore, much less is known about how 
domain specifi c self-esteem functions in 
general and in the context of creativity and 
innovation (Harris et al., 2018).
Pierce et al. (1989, p. 625) delineated 
organization-based self-esteem as “the extent 
to which a person believes himself to be 
signifi cant, meaningful, capable, and valuable 
within their employing corporation”. Gardner 
and Pierce (2015) mentioned that Pierce et al. 
(1989) advanced defi nition of OBSE by adding 
an organizational context into Coopersmith’s 
(1967) defi nition of self-esteem. It has been 
established that self-esteem is a signifi cant 
predictor of innovativeness, thus, organization-
based self-esteem may predict employees’ 
innovative esteem in a workplace. Therefore, 
the following hypotheses are proposed:
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H1: Personal innovativeness will positively 
predict innovative esteem.
H2: Organization based self-esteem will 
positively predict innovative esteem.
Learning Goal Orientation
VandeWalle (1993) suggested that goal 
orientation should be explored in management 
and organizational research. Goal orientation 
theory postulates it as an internal motivation 
process that refl ects individual differences 
in work-related and achievement-related 
behaviours. Researchers not only studied 
goal orientation in the context of learning and 
performance (VandeWalle, 1997) but also linked 
it to self-regulatory behaviours (Ford, 1996).
Learning goal orientation has been linked 
with self-concept and self-esteem in literature 
(Button et al., 1996; Dweck & Leggett, 1988). 
Dweck and Leggett (1988) suggested that 
learning goal may be an imperative element 
of self-concept. Their instrumental conceptual 
framework considers learning goal orientation 
as a dispositional and enduring behavioural 
characteristic of people. They also reported that 
learning goal-oriented people refl ect high self-
esteem. Similarly, Button et al. (1996) tested 
relationship between learning goal orientation 
and implied concepts including self-esteem and 
found a positive correlation. On the other hand, 
VandeWalle (1997) mentioned learning goal 
as an individual’s desire to learn new skills, 
augmenting competence, and new situations 
mastery.
Zhang et al. (2018) argued that learning 
goal orientation regulates individual’s attention 
and endeavours in workplace which leads to 
the development of innovative solutions to 
challenging work-related problems. Kunst et al. 
(2018) explained that learning goal orientation 
signifi es intention of individuals to develop 
competencies, and motivates them to acquire 
new knowledge and skills. Individuals high in 
learning goal orientation continuously explore 
and try new ways of working to ameliorate 
their knowledge and skills. Relatedly, Porath 
and Bateman (2006) determined that people 
high in learning goal orientation are likely to be 
engaged in proactive behaviour, implementing 
changes, and in-role innovation. While Munton 
and West (1995) found that role innovation 
is predicted by self-esteem. Based on these 
theoretical arguments, the following hypothesis 
is proposed:
H3: Learning goal orientation will positively 
predict innovative esteem.
Job Autonomy
Kerr et al. (2018) mentioned that work 
experiences of employees affect their self-
evaluation. Being an evaluative aspect of self-
concept, self-esteem is infl uenced by work 
conditions or characteristics like job autonomy 
(Krause et al., 2019) which is considered 
as major shaper of employees’ attitudes, 
behaviours, and motivations (Hornung & Rous-
seau, 2007). Amabile et al. (1996) indicated 
that contextual factors are psychologically 
assessed by employees in organizations and 
these factors determine the degree of novel 
and nifty ideas generation. Krause et al. (2019) 
reported that degree of freedom an employee 
has over his work infl uences his self-esteem. 
In addition, Hornung and Rousseau (2007) 
theorized that job autonomy stimulates creation 
of self-starting and proactive behaviours. 
Literature refl ects that job autonomy predicts 
personal innovativeness, innovative behaviour, 
and innovation (Sipe, 2018). Similarly, Lin and 
Filieri (2015) suggested that innovative people 
are more likely to refl ect high self-esteem. 
Hence, these views are related to job autonomy 
and promote individuals to show augmented 
confi dence to accept wider job roles and to 
behave in innovative and novel ways.
Present study holds that self-determination 
theory provides valuable support to select job 
autonomy as an antecedent to innovative 
esteem because self-determination theory 
has been widely utilized by contemporary 
organizational researchers to explain 
employee creativity and innovativeness 
(Sipe, 2018). For instance, applying self-
determination theory, Sipe (2018) assessed 
how do senior management enable 
innovative organizational capabilities. He 
applied psychological needs of autonomy 
and relatedness to advance his context 
specifi c model of organizational capacities 
for innovation. Recently, Krause et al. (2019) 
conducted a research to analyse individuals’ 
motivation and well-being in education sector 
by applying self-determination theory and 
found that psychological need of autonomy 
and competence is positively related to self-
esteem. These theoretical propositions about 
job autonomy, innovativeness and self-esteem 
lead to the position that job autonomy may 
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infl uence innovative esteem of employees in 
organizational settings.
H4: Job autonomy will positively predict 
innovative esteem.
1.3 Interactionist View
Interactionist perspective advocates that 
individuals being change agents are infl uenced 
by contextual factors (Mosley & Laborde, 
2016). For instance, contextual factors 
infl uence individual decision making, individual 
innovation, entrepreneurial attitudes etc. This 
view is rooted in interactional psychology and 
emphasizes the signifi cance of interaction 
between person and situation (McCormick et al., 
2019). This leads to the assertion that personal 
and contextual factors interact with each other 
to support innovativeness within individuals in 
organizational settings (Ford, 1996; McCormick 
et al., 2019; Oldham & Cumings, 1996).
Noordzij et al. (2013) stated that goal 
orientation is a trait and an individual preference 
that may be affected by situational features. As 
indicated in nomonet development section of 
this study, one selected personal factor was 
learning goal orientation (VandeWalle, 1997), 
while contextual factor was job autonomy 
(Hornung & Rousseau, 2007). Following theory 
of interactionism, the interaction of stable 
dispositions with contextual cues will play 
a crucial role in governing innovative behaviour. 
To test the theory of interactionism in the context 
of this study, whether interaction of both factors 
impacts the innovative esteem, the following 
hypothesis is proposed:
H5: Job autonomy will moderate the 
relationship between learning goal orientation 
and innovative esteem.
1.4 Predictive Validity
Validity theory suggests that performance 
of an operationalization must be checked 
against some criterion to establish predictive 
validity for new traits. Predictive validity uses 
the data tapped for a new measure to predict 
performance (or other independent index 
such as psycho-physiological functioning or 
employee behaviour), where performance 
acts as a criterion (Trochim, 2016). Following 
the analogous approach, predictive validity 
for innovative esteem will be established by 
correlating it with employees’ job performance.
Literature mentions job performance as 
controllable activities and behaviours of persons 
that contribute to organizational goals. Job 
performance theories insinuate it as function 
of motivation and ability (e.g., Judge et al., 
1998). Maslow’s theory of motivation suggests 
self-esteem as a strong motivator of human 
behaviour (Maslow, 1943), and innovativeness 
as the individual’s ability to launch new ideas 
through out of box thinking and is an individual 
characteristic (Rogers, 2003), therefore, 
innovative esteem could be thought as function 
of job performance.
Present study also established the position 
that innovative esteem should be confi ned 
within self-concept paradigm. Self-concept 
is an important antecedent to job related 
behaviours, job satisfaction, work behaviours 
and job performance. More specifi cally, 
Judge and Bono (2001) found a signifi cant 
positive association between self-esteem, 
job satisfaction and job performance. Based 
on these theoretical arguments the following 
hypothesis is proposed:
H6: Innovative esteem will positively predict 
employee innovative job performance.
2. Research Methodology
2.1 Sample and Procedure
Surveys were personally administered to 550 
full time permanent employees (technologists, 
engineers, scientifi c researchers) working in 15 
hi-tech and R&D organizations of Pakistan at 
Time 1 and second sample was taken from the 
same employees at Time 2 (after 12 months). 
The job nature of employees was creative/
innovative. Time lagged design was preferred 
because this study intends to establish an 
evidence of stability of innovative esteem among 
subjects over time in work settings. Following 
the standard cultural and ethical protocols of 
research, 550 standard surveys were personally 
distributed among study subjects after briefi ng 
them about the objectives of the research and 
requested them to participate in this research 
voluntarily and with their consent. They were 
further told that there is no risk involved if they 
participate in his study. Because English is the 
offi cial language of Pakistan, translation of the 
surveys into national language was not needed.
Out of 550 standard paired surveys, 326 were 
received back (response rate = 59.27%). After 
checking all surveys for errors and accuracy, it 
was found that 22 (t1) questionnaires were not 
usable due to missing values and overwriting. 
Hence, 304 (93.25% of received responses) 
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responses were selected for fi nal analyses. 
Because this study intended to establish 
evidence of stability of innovative esteem, 
the study subjects and their supervisors were 
contacted again to provide responses for 
innovative esteem and job performance after 
one year. Unfortunately, 43 subjects were not 
available due to job rotations, international 
trainings, and other inevitable reasons. Hence, 
paired responses from 261 subjects were 
received back. After checking the responses, 
it was determined that 19 responses were not 
usable due to errors. Therefore, 242 paired 
responses were available for fi nal analyses at 
Time 2 (t2).
To get supervisory data for job performance, 
the respective supervisors were identifi ed 
(employees self-identifi ed their supervisors), 
contacted, and requested to provide performance 
data for their supervisees. It was assured that their 
confi dentiality will be maintained and no risk is 
involved if they participate in this study. Employee 
code and position were included on both 
employee and supervisor rated questionnaires to 
match and track the employees.
Most of the subjects were aged between 
31–40 years. 78% respondents were male and 
22% were female. Most of the respondents had 
earned their Bachelor’s degrees in engineering/
technology, whereas most of the employees 
were working in their respective organizations 
from 11–20 years. The descriptive statics of the 
sample are shown in Tab. 1.
General linear regression model assumes 
that all regressors should be independent to each 
other. Simply, there should be no autocorrelation 
among the disturbances of two or more 
regressors. The chances of dependence among 
regressors are less with the random sampling 
and increase with convenience sampling in 
cross sectional data or data collected from 
multiple organizations. However, this problem 
of autocorrelation is sterner in time series data, 
especially when the time interval between data 
collection points is short (Anwar, 2015). To test 
the independence of our regression model, 
the study estimated the Durbin-Watson (DW) 
value. The results were validated by computing 
Intraclass Correlation Coeffi cient (ICC). 
Researchers suggest that the DW score far away 
from 2 and near to 0 indicates the problem with 
independence. Statisticians recommend that DW 
coeffi cient should lie in the range of 1.5 to 2.5. 
A DW score of 1.71 was calculated for regression 
model which showed that the variables were 
independent and had no signifi cant evidence of 
autocorrelation. The results were cross validated 
by calculating ICC value for model. ICC method 
constructs a null linear model to estimate reliability 
coeffi cient. In this study, a two-way random effect 
model was applied with consistency type mix at 
0.05 signifi cance level to determine IC coeffi cient 
against the value zero (0). For this study model 
the average scores of independent variables 
were highly reliable, generating the ICC value of 
0.81 (interval 0.76 to 0.89 with 95% confi dence). 
The signifi cant ICC value showed signifi cant data 
independence.
2.2 Measures
Organization based self-esteem was measured 
with 10 items of the organization-based self-
esteem Scale (OBSE) developed by Pierce et 
al. (1989). 5-point Likert format was used to tap 
responses (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly 
agree). For present study the scale reliability 
was 0.81.
Personal innovativeness was measured 
with 20 items of the individual innovativeness 
scale (IIS) developed by Hurt et al. (1977). 
5-point Likert format was used to tap responses 
(1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). For 
present study the scale reliability was 0.85.
Learning goal orientation was assessed 
using 5 items subscale of goal orientation 
scale (GOS) developed by VandeWalle (1997). 
Responses were tapped on 6-point forced 
Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly 
agree). For current study the reliability was 
0.92.
The job autonomy was tapped using 3 
items subscale of job diagnostic survey (JDS) 
subscale developed by Idaszak and Drasgow 
(1987). The subscale assessed job autonomy 
on a 7-point Likert format (1 = very inaccurate, 
7 = very accurate). For current study the 
reliability was 0.79.
Employee job performance was measured 
with 3 items performance scale developed by 
Heilman et al. (1992). 5-point Likert format 
was used to tap responses from supervisors 
about their subordinates (1 = strongly disagree, 
5 = strongly agree). For present study the scale 
reliability for Time 1 (t1) was 0.80 and for Time 
2 (t2) was 0.82.
Innovative esteem scale was developed 
by carefully examining the literature on 
personal innovativeness (e.g. Leavitt & Walton, 
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1975; Rogers, 2003) and self-esteem (e.g. 
Rosenberg, 1965; Coopersmith, 1967). An 
expert panel comprising 43 social/management 
sciences experts was formed to validate items 
pool and to check the items for translation (face 
and content) validity (40 items were created 
initially and 30 items were approved fi nally). 
Items were designed in the light of defi nition 
of innovative esteem, i.e. the extent to which 
individuals feel pride and worthiness in their 
innovative capabilities. Following deductive 
scale development technique, theoretical 
defi nition of the construct was developed fi rst 
which was then used as a guide to generate 
domain specifi c items. The study followed the 
deductive scale construction framework to 
develop the scale as proposed by Hinkin et al. 
(1997).
Initial questionnaire was administered to 
43 panellists. After checking the accuracy of 
data, exploratory factor analysis technique 
was applied and items were reduced to 9 
(communalities after extraction ranged from 
0.653 to 0.880). The second questionnaire 
was administered to 250 individuals working 
in hi-tech and R&D sectors. After checking 
data for errors and omissions, the responses 
were again exploratory factor analysed (see 
Appendix: Tab. 1A) and items were reduced to 
4 (communalities after extraction ranged from 
0.597 to 0.915, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 
statistic for the data was 0.70 and Bartlett’s 
Test of Sphericity statistic was 213.25 (df = 28, 
p < 0.001). Components were retained by 
following the Kaiser criterion, i.e. items with 
eigenvalues greater than one. The four items 
solution explained 68.74% of total variance. The 
responses were tapped for hypothesis testing 
on 7-point Likert response format (1 = strongly 
disagree, 7 = strongly agree). The title of new 
scale is Anwar’s Innovative esteem Scale (AIS).
The scale alpha reliability for Time 1 (t1) 
was 0.87 and for Time 2 (t2) was 0.85. The 
test-retest reliability was 0.95, which is an 
evidence of stability of innovative esteem within 
study subjects over time because theoretically 
test-retest assumes that there is no signifi cant 
change in the construct being quantifi ed 
between two points of time. Discriminant 
validity was assessed by correlating innovative 
esteem with neuroticism because neuroticism 
is not similar to innovative esteem. Neuroticism 
was measured with 2 items taken from Ten 
Items Personality Inventory (TIPI) developed 
by Gosling et al. (2003). 5-point Likert format 
was used to tap responses (1 = strongly 
disagree, 5 = strongly agree). Items include 
“I see myself as anxious, easily upset” and 
“I see myself as calm, emotionally stable (R)”. 
Gosling et al. (2003) reported that reliability 
coeffi cient for the scale was 0.70. For current 
study the reliability was 0.72. The signifi cant 
correlation between personal innovativeness 
and innovative esteem scales (r = 0.47; 
p < 0.01), and organization based self-esteem 
and innovative esteem scales (r = 0.62; 
p < 0.01) provides the evidence of convergent 
validity, whereas negative correlation between 
neuroticism and innovative esteem (r = −0.51; 
p < 0.01) provides the evidence of discriminant 
validity. The average variance extracted (AVE) 
for the construct was 0.72 (higher than 0.50) 
and composite reliability (CR) was 0.91 (greater 
than 0.70); this also provides the evidence of 
convergent validity. Discriminate validity was 
also established by comparing the square root 
of the average variance extracted (SQAVE) of 
innovative esteem to the correlation between 
the neuroticism and innovative esteem. To 
establish evidence of discriminant validity, 
the square root of average variance extracted 
should be much larger than the correlation 
value. In the case of present study, the 
square root of the average variance extracted 
was 0.85, whereas the correlation between 
neuroticism and innovative esteem was −0.51. 
The square root of average variance extracted 
was much larger than the correlation value. 
This provides the evidence of discriminant 
validity for innovative esteem.
This study included control variables 
like age, gender, education, and tenure into 
the regression model because researchers 
believe that these variables may confound the 
relationship between independent variables and 
innovativeness/creativity related dependent 
variable(s) (e.g. Riaz et al., 2018).
3. Results
The correlation between study variables can 
be seen in Tab. 1. The bivariate relationships 
shown in the correlation matrix indicate interim 
support to H1, H2, H3, H4 and H6. To test 
H1, H2, H3 and H4 hierarchical regression 
analysis was performed. In fi rst step, control 
variables (age, gender, education, tenure) and 
innovative esteem were entered. In step 2, 
personal innovativeness, organization-based 
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self-esteem, learning goal orientation, and job 
autonomy were entered into the model. The 
results of the regression analysis presented 
in Tab. 2 indicate that personal innovativeness 
(β = 0.19, p < 0.001), organization based 
self-esteem (β = 0.41, p < 0.001), learning 
goal orientation (β = 0.35, p < 0.001), and job 
autonomy (β = 0.24, p < 0.001) are signifi cant 
predictors of innovative esteem, hence, the 
fi ndings provided well support to H1, H2, H3 
and H4. Besides that, total estimated variance 
explained by the model was 41%, with the block 
of personal innovativeness, organization-based 
self-esteem, learning goal orientation, and job 
autonomy explaining 39% of the variance.
To test H5, interaction term was added into 
regression analysis to explore interactional 
effects. The model without interaction term 
Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Age 2.70 0.91
Education 2.81 0.63 0.01
Tenure 2.45 0.64 0.09 0.05
Learning goal ori. 3.94 1.34 0.07 0.05 −0.01 (0.92)
Job autonomy 4.65 1.54 0.04 −0.03 0.02 0.49** (0.79)
OBSE 4.09 0.81 0.02 0.04 0.01* 0.19** 0.23** (0.81)
Pers. inno. 3.97 0.79 0.00 0.01 −0.03 0.11* 0.17* 0.28** (0.85)
Neuroticism 2.61 0.63 0.09* −0.03 0.00 −0.13** −0.27** −0.48** −0.42** (0.72)
Innovative esteem 5.06 1.01 0.02 0.02 0.07 0.42** 0.34** 0.62** 0.47** −0.51** (0.87)
Job performance 3.47 1.11 0.01 0.00 0.05 0.34** 0.26** 0.31** 0.29** −0.41** 0.39** (0.80)
Source: own
Note: an = 304; Age: 1 = 20–30, 2 = 31–40, 3 = 41–50, 4 = 51–60; Edu: 1 = Associate, 2 = Bachelors, 3 = Masters, 
4 = Doctorate; Ten: 1 = 1–10, 2 = 11–20, 3 = 21–30, 4 = 31–40, 5 = 41–50;
*p < 0.05;
**p < 0.01.




  Control variablesb 0.02
Step 2
  Pers. inno. 0.19
***
    OBSE 0.41***
    LGO 0.35***
  Job autonomy 0.24*** 0.41 0.39***
Step 3
  LGO × Job autonomy 0.11
* 0.43 0.02*
Source: own
Note: an = 304, bControl variables (Age, gender, education, tenure);
*p < 0.05;
***p < 0.001;
Tab. 2: Regression analysis for innovative esteema
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was signifi cant (F (6, 297) = 15.80, p < 0.001), 
whereas the model was also signifi cant with the 
addition of interaction term (F (7, 296) = 14.23, 
p < 0.001). Tab. 2 indicates that the interaction 
between job autonomy and learning goal 
orientation accounted for signifi cantly more 
variance than just job autonomy and learning goal 
orientation by themselves (R2 change = 0.02, 
p < 0.05) indicating that there is potentially 
signifi cant moderation between job autonomy 
and learning goal orientation on innovative 
esteem. The ordinal interaction plot (see Fig. 1) 
demonstrates that the slope between innovative 
esteem and learning goal orientation increases 
for higher job autonomy values.
H6 was tested by using Pearson product-
moment correlation and hierarchical regression 
analysis. As mentioned in correlation matrix the 
positive correlation between innovative esteem 
and employee job performance supports the 
hypothesis (r = 0.39, p < 0.01). To test H6, 
hierarchical regression analysis was performed 
on data collected on Time 1 and Time 2. In 
fi rst step, control variables and employee job 
performance were entered. In step 2, innovative 
esteem was entered into the model. The results 
of the regression analysis presented in Tab. 
3 indicate that innovative esteem (βt1 = 0.27, 
p < 0.001; βt2 = 0.26, p < 0.001) is signifi cant 
predictor of job performance, hence, the fi ndings 
Predictors Job performance (Time 1) Job performance (Time 2)
Β R2 ΔR2 Β R2 ΔR2
Step 1
  Control variablesb 0.02 0.02
Step 2
  Innovative esteem
0.27*** 0.15 0.13*** 0.26*** 0.11 0.09***
Source: own
Note: an = 304, bControl variables (Age, gender, education, tenure);
***p < 0.001.
Tab. 3: Regression analysis for job performancea
Fig. 1: Interaction between job autonomy and learning goal orientation on innovative esteem
Source: own
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provided well support to H6. Besides that, total 
estimated variance explained by the model for 
t1 was 15%, with the block of innovative esteem 
explaining 13% of the variance, and for t2, total 
estimated variance explained by the model 
was 11%, with the block of innovative esteem 
explaining 9% of the variance. Researcher 
believes that these results reasonably provide 
evidence of predictive validity.
4. Discussion
This study endeavours to answer the question 
“why innovative people are more likely to refl ect 
high self-esteem” by proposing and validating 
a new innovativeness specifi c construct 
confi ned within self-concept paradigm. Applying 
construct validity theory, a nomological network 
is developed which successfully generated the 
evidence of construct validity for innovative 
esteem. Trochim (2016) cited that nomological 
network not only provides implicit defi nition of 
psychological constructs but also serves to 
provide evidence of construct validity which 
relies on agreement between nomonet and 
empirical data. Present study provides a set 
of four antecedents which were theoretically 
linked with innovative esteem. These 
relationships could pave the way in setting the 
directions to further explore the construct. In 
addition, person-context interaction theory has 
also been tested successfully. The test provides 
an evidence that job autonomy (contextual 
factor) moderates the relationship between 
learning goal orientation (personal factor) and 
innovative esteem. This proves the assertion 
that personal and contextual factors interact 
with each other to support innovativeness within 
individuals in organizational settings (Oldham & 
Cumings, 1996). Further, this study also sets 
few construct related properties for innovative 
esteem. The researcher believes that innovative 
esteem should be confi ned within self-concept 
paradigm, and should be domain specifi c and 
performance-based construct.
This research correlates the innovative 
esteem with employee job performance by 
considering it as independent index to get an 
evidence of predictive validity, i.e. criterion 
related validity. Innovative esteem is found to be 
signifi cantly and positively correlated to employee 
job performance. The study further applied 
regression analysis to strengthen the fi nding, 
and found that innovative esteem signifi cantly 
predicted employee job performance. To 
establish evidence of stability of innovative 
esteem over time, researcher collected data for 
employee job performance along with innovative 
esteem again after one year, and found that 
innovative esteem again signifi cantly predicted 
employee job performance.
5. Implications
Introduction to innovative esteem is likely to 
increase the understanding of Rogers’ diffusion 
innovation theory. The theory explicates 
diffusion as a process having four basic 
elements, i.e. an innovation, communication 
channels, time period, and social system. 
Rogers (2003) states that “innovation is an 
idea, practice, or object that is perceived as 
new by an individual or other unit of adoption” 
(p. 11). No doubt that Rogers’ concept of 
innovation is dependent on individuals. This 
study deems that individuals high in innovative 
esteem could better produce and implement 
their innovative ideas within reasonable time 
frame. Rogers also highlighted an important 
research question addressed by contemporary 
diffusion researchers, i.e. “how earlier adopters 
differ from the later adopters of an innovation?” 
According to Rogers’ individual innovativeness 
theory (2003), there are fi ve categories of 
adopters of an innovation, i.e. innovators, 
early adopters, early majority, late majority, 
and laggards. The researcher reasonably 
believes that among fi ve categories of adopters 
“innovators” and “early adopters” should be 
high in innovative esteem. The rationale behind 
this proposition is that Rogers (2003) stated 
that early adopters make sagacious innovative 
decisions to earn self-esteem and to maintain 
a central position in their milieu.
If further research fi nds that innovative 
esteem contributes to practice, then managers 
can focus on innovative esteem of employees 
along with other dispositional factors to enhance 
innovative outcomes. Anwar (2017) suggested 
that tasks requiring scientifi c innovation 
and creativity could better be performed 
by employees high in creative self-effi cacy. 
Present study proposes that innovative works 
can best be performed by employees high 
in innovative esteem which could be further 
confi rmed empirically.
Limitations and Future Directions
Although time lagged design was adopted to 
establish an evidence of stability of innovative 
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esteem over time in study sample, it has 
several disadvantages as well. The study took 
substantial amount of time to collect all the 
data before the patterns can even start to be 
made. In addition, researchers have no control 
and cannot determine what happens between 
multiple time points. Respondents might change 
their qualitative responses over time according to 
their observational and behavioural adjustments. 
Therefore, the reliability of data could be 
compromised. Such studies also experience 
panel attrition due to the possibility that some 
study subjects would no longer available due 
to job rotations, refusals, incapacity or death, 
national/international trainings, etc. This cuts 
down the useful data and loses important 
insights. Comparatively, cross-sectional studies 
are more affordable and fi nal observations can 
be reached more quickly. Conducting time lagged 
study incurs more time, efforts and cost which 
could be considered as a major disadvantage.
Because the employees of hi-tech and R&D 
organizations were conveniently selected as 
study sample, the study may have generalisation 
issues to other sectors. Other sectors such as 
manufacturing businesses, fi nancial institutions, 
educational institutes etc, should be explored to 
test impact of individuals’ innovative esteem on 
their performance outcomes. Applying random 
sampling techniques could further clarify the 
results of this study.
Future research should explore the 
relationship among other contextual (e.g. 
organizational climate, supportive leadership, 
transformational leadership) and personal 
factors (e.g. individual problem-solving style, 
entrepreneur orientation, social networking skills) 
infl uencing innovative esteem of employees in 
corporate/scientifi c setting. It is also suggested 
that relationship between innovative esteem with 
other popular organizational creativity related 
constructs such as creative self-effi cacy, core 
self-evaluation, creative personality, and self-
evaluated creativity could also be explored.
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ID Items Communalities Loadings
ID7 I feel better to generate new ideas instead of working on 
others’ ideas. 0.636 –
ID28 I actively combine novel and unrelated information in 
order to access new experiences. 0.597 –
ID12 I am satisfi ed with my innovative kind of nature. 0.692 0.781
ID8 I feel myself elevated when people talk about my 
organizational contributions. 0.788 0.881
ID1 I feel ultimate satisfaction when people come to know 
about my new ideas. 0.915 0.948
ID15 I like to practically implement my new ideas instead of 
dreaming only. 0.621 –
ID22 I always try to prove my worth through my innovative 
work performance. 0.524 –
ID6 I feel contented when my ideas transform into reality. 0.642 0.791
ID13 It gives me ultimate satisfaction when I apply my new 
ideas mechanically. 0.608 –
Source: own
No. Items
1 I am satisfi ed with my innovative kind of nature.
2 I feel myself elevated when people talk about my organizational contributions.
3 I feel ultimate satisfaction when people come to know about my new ideas.
4 I feel contented when my ideas transform into reality.
Source: own
Note: Authors are welcome to adopt the Anwar’s Innovative esteem Scale (AIS). To use the scale, please send an email 
to Mahmood.Anwar@scholarsindex.com mentioning your general research idea and how Innovative esteem construct 
could be useful to your research.
Tab. 1A: Exploratory factor analysis results
Tab. 2A: Anwar’s Innovative esteem Scale (AIS)
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